


Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 


This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 


Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 


We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 


Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content. 





JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 


Vol. xxxix] On to 8é = ‘ Whereas’ 121 


VIII — Ox 76 8€ = ‘Whereas’ 


By Pror. C. W. E. MILLER 


JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY 


In his edition of Plato’s Theaetetus (Berlin, 1805), Heindorf 
has the following note on 157 B, 76 8 ov de: “7d 8 ov det — 
quum tamen non oporteat, etc. Sexcenties ita hoc 76 6d usur- 
patur, ut contrariam praegressis sententiam indicet, vertique 


possit guum tamen. Cf. § 99. 151. Apolog. p. 23.a.... de 
rep. I. p. 340.c.... de legg. VII. p. 803. c. . . . Sophist. 
p. 244. a... . Lucian. Hermotim. § 69. T. IV. p.93... 


Sed abunde ubivis est exemplorum, quorum aliqua studioso- 
rum causa attuli, quoniam nondum, quod sciam, a doctis de 
hoc genere explicatum est.” The foregoing note is not par- 
ticularly luminous, yet, by its boldness and startling nature, 
it seems to have made a profound impression upon succeeding 
commentators and grammarians, so much so that, in one form 
or another, it has been echoed and reéchoed to the present 
day. 

For example, Ast, Platonzs Politia, Lipsiae, 1814, p. 363, 
has the following note on 340 D: “70 8 est i. q. 76 5é AAO 
s. 7 5€ adnOela, re ipsa vero (tn Wahrheit, eigentlich aber). 
Sic Timaeus p. 86. D: 76 & aAnO&, % mepi ra appodicta axonra- 
ala — vdoos uyhs yéyove. Polit. 1V,17. p.443.C.... Lua- 
can. Piscat. §6.... Sic et Diodor. Sicul. XVI, 91. Dio 
Chrysostom. Orat. I. de regno, p. 14. A. al. Contra ro d¢ 
legitur Polit. VII, 527. A. Cratyl. 404. C. 405. E. 439. C. 
Gorg. 158. B. Theaet. 166. A. 157. B (ubi Hecndorfius, p. 333. 
plura laudavit, ro 6é vero non satis recte explicat quam 
tamen).” A similar note is found in Ast’s commentary on 
the Protag. (1829) at 344 E. 

Stallbaum* makes the following remarks apropos of Afo/. 
23 A: “76 dé xivdvvever — codds eivat] h. e. guum tamen revera 
deus videatur sapiens esse. De republ. I. p. 340.C.... 
Menon. p. 97. D. . . . Theaetet. p. 157. A... ., ubi Aedn- 
aorf. de hoc genere loquendi monuit. Legg. I. p. 642. A. 
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VII. p. 803. D. al. Pro 76 6é interdum plenius dicitur To dé 
aanOé&. De republ. IV. p. 443. D.. .. Tim. p.86.D.... 
Ex quibus locis intelligitur, quae sit propria vis et significatio 
illus formulae. Etenim articulus cum 6 coniunctus indicat 
id, quod alii cuidam ita opponitur, ut pro vero haberi debeat. 
Hoc loco post 76 6€ infertur 7@ év7z, quo vis illius formulae 
ro 6€ augeatur magisque sentiatur. Sic Legg. V. p. 731. E: 
To 6€ adnOeia ye.” 

Bernhardy expressed his views on 76 6€ in Wiss. Syntax d. 
gr. Sprache (Berlin, 1829), p. 327, as follows: ‘Ganz anderer 
Art sind adjektive Einschiebsel der epexegetischen Struktur 
(K. 3. 27), welche eine Modifikation des Hauptgedankens 
bezwecken und einen Vorzug der Platonischen Rede und der 
nachahmenden Sophisten bilden, 76 Aeyouevov . . ., TO TOU 
ToLnTOD . . ., TO péytoTov wie ahnliches fast adverbial, wozu 
aus Spaten mancherlei kommt . . ., weniges aus den Red- 
nern, welche hier wie beim Relativum (§ 14) eine Verkniip- 
fung mit 67 (oft bei Lucian) und zuweilen mit ydp anreihen, 
doch meistentheils Isocrates, selten aber ist die Beziehung 
auf den nachsten Satz ohne eine Partikel . . ., woraus 76 O€ 
(Anm. 77) ads eine Partikel zur Sateverbindung hervorging.”} 
Anm. 77 reads thus: “Von 76 éé hat Ast richtigeres auf- 
gestellt als seine Vorganger.”’ 

Matthiae, Ausfihrl. gr. Gram.3 u. Theil, Syntax, p. 738, 
§ 286, Anm., has this to say: “ Plato gebraucht 76 é¢ sehr oft 
zu Anfang eines dem vorhergehenden entgegengesetzten 
Satzes mit eigenem Subject, ohne dass es mit dem Satze 
selbst in der Construction zusammenhdngt. Apol. S. p. 23. 
A. olovrat . . . coos eivat. Dagegen scheint oder anstatt 
dass Gott weise tst. Der Artikel scheint hier das folgende 
vorbereiten und den Gegensatz mehr herausheben zu sollen.” 
To this is appended the footnote: ‘ Heind.ad Plat. Theaet. 
§ 37. p. 333. Stallbaum ad Plat. apol. S. p. 32.” 

Kriiger,® § 50, 1, A. 14, follows suit with the note: “ Adverd- 
artig steht 76 5€ namentlich bei Platon eine dem Vorigen 
entgegengesetzte Behauptung einfiihrend: da doch (in Wahr- 
heit). Otovtai pe copor eivar> 7d Sé Kuvdvvedvet TO dvTL 0 Beds 


1 The italics are mine. —C. W.E. M. 
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codds elvat. TIX. aa. 23, a. Heindorf z. Theait. 37 u. die 
Erkl. z. Apol. 23, a.” 

Kihner? (so also Kiihner-Gerth) § 459, 1, c), though cor- 
rectly explaining a few examples of 76 6é that are explained 
as adverbial by others, subsequently falls in line with the 
remark: “To éé oft in d. Bdtg. hingegen, jedoch. Pl. ap. 
23, a olovras ydp pe .. ., es scheint jedoch, ‘articulus cum 
dé conjunctus indicat id, quod alit cuidam ita opponitur, ut pro 
vero haberi debeat’ Stallb., der viele Beisp. anfiihrt.” 

Madvig, Syntax der gr. Spr? (1884), § 188, Anm. 7, uses 
this language about 76 6é: ‘“ Besonders ist zu merken der 
Gebrauch von 70 &é (der Artikel als Pronomen) zur Ankniip- 
fung eines Satzes, der im Gegensatze zu dem erst angefiihrten 
weniger Richtigen das Wahre an einer Sache angiebt (aber 
in der Wirklichkeit): ofovrai we . . . (IDX. ’Azrond. 23). Der 
Ausdruck ist durch die Auslassung eines bloss durch 1d 
angedeuteten Satzes entstanden (76 d€ dd éyer* Kevduvever 
K.T.r. ITA. @eatt. 166).” 

The late Mr. Adam, in his edition of the Apology (1887) at 
23 A, expresses himself as follows: “7d dé... T@ évT7 = 
‘whereas in very truth.’ In Plato 76 5¢ often means ‘but in 
point of fact.’ Cf. infr. 39C and Rep. 1. 340 D. In this 
phrase 7é is demonstrative: in point of syntax it is the acc. 
in apposition to the sentence. Here it is strengthened by 
T@® dv7t as it is elsewhere by adnOela ye (Legg. v. 731 E).” 
In his more recent edition of the Republic (1902) is found the 
following note on 443 C: “70 6€ ye: ‘yes, but in point of fact.’ 
For 76 dé in this sense cf. 1 340 D x. 10 dé ye aAnO& below 
expresses the same meaning more fully and emphatically.” 

The following is a portion of Thompson’s note on Meno, 
97 C: “76 dé, ‘whereas.’ ‘Primus monuit Heindorfius ad 
Theaet. (157 B) de formula 76 6é conjunctionis loco inservienti 
latineque vertenda cum tamen.’ Buttm. Afol.23 A ...and 
J. Adam’s note; ... The idiom is very common in Plato. 
7é is accusative (or rather the primitive case, which became 
the accusative when the nominative was differentiated from 
it), and the meaning is ‘in regard to this.’ It has no definite 
construction, and does not refer to any particular word in the 
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context.... Some of the instances in Plato are ambiguous.” 
Forman’s note on Aol. 23 A (London, 1900) is interesting, 
because, whilst accepting the current translation of 70 6¢, 
‘whereas,’ it gives a different explanation of the construc- 
tion. It reads as follows: “76 d¢ ‘but on the other hand’ 
(=‘whereas’); an adverbial acc. much used by Plato to 
introduce a statement counter (5¢) to the preceding —as if 
responding to some omitted 76 wév. Cf. the adverbial tov7o 
pev . . . Tovro dé.” A similar note is contained in the Ap- 
pendix: ‘76 6€ ‘on the other hand,’ ‘whereas’: Rid. Dig. 
§ 19. (Kriig. 50, 1, 14 says nothing worth saying, and 
G.-Kiihn. nothing at all.) Frequent in Plato; eg... .” 
Remarks of a similar nature to those already presented 
may be found in the commentaries or grammars of Aken, 
Archer-Hind, Arnold, Baumlein, Blass, Buttmann, Campbell, 
Classen, Dissen, Flagg, Goodwin, Hug, Jelf, Jowett-Campbell, 
Rettig, Riddell, Schanz, Schneider, and others, but the above 
citations will suffice to show how profoundly Heindorf influ- 
enced the thought of succeeding scholars in reference to the 
use of ro S¢, and they will also serve to indicate the leading 
divergencies of view regarding the explanation of the phe- 
nomenon in question. For, asa matter of fact, whilst after 
the lapse of a hundred years present-day commentaries still 
show traces of Heindorf’s influence, yet, almost from the 
very day on which he wrote his note on the passage in the 
Theaetetus, there has been much diversity of opinion as to 
the real nature of the idiom. Ast found fault with Hein- 
dorf’s explanation; Stallbaum sought to merge both views; 
Bernhardy, though not exactly in accord with Ast, thinks 
Ast’s explanation better than that of his predecessors; Krii- 
ger speaks of an “adverbial” use of 70 dé, whilst Buttmann 
before him called it “conjunctional” ; Madvig explains the 
construction by the ellipsis of a sentence that is indicated by 
70; Adam considers té an accusative pronoun in apposition 
to the sentence that follows; Thompson, though also regard- 
ing 7é as an accusative, assigns to it the meaning ‘in regard 
to this’; and Forman thinks of 7d 6é as ‘on the other hand,’ 
in contrast to an implied ro wey. In view of this diversity of 
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opinion and in view of the fact that most of the examples 
adduced in favor of the construction in question seemed 
clearly to admit of a different interpretation, the writer of 
this paper thought it desirable to examine anew the alleged 
instances of adverbial 76 é¢, and he desires, in the following 
pages, to present the results of this examination. 

In Thuc. i, 37, 2, pact dé Evppaylav bid 76 cHppov ovdevds 
mo déac8a: 76 8 él Kaxoupyia Kal odK dpetn érerySevcar, 
the obvious reference of 7é to Evppayiay . . . oddevds Tw 
dé£acAa is reflected in the commentaries on this passage. 
Poppo says: “70 & él xaxoupyia, cal ove apern, érerndevoar. 
In articulo demonstrative posito nemo haerebit. Vid. Matth. 
Gr. § 286. Plurima exempla, ubi o 6é et of 5¢ apud Thuc. ita 
leguntur, velut I, 81. 87. init. 95. extr. ... ad h. 1. attulit 
Haack.” Poppo-Stahl has this note: ‘De vv. 76 6¢ cf. Matth. 
Gr. § 286. Krueg. Gr. § 50, 1 adn. 4 et 81, 2. 87, 1.” The 
text of Krueger’s remark referred to by Stahl is as follows: 
“Ohne vorhergehendes o pev u. s. w. steht o o¢, of S€ ev, sie 
aber, 76 dé dies aber, meist ein dem vorhergehenden entgegen- 
gesetstes Subjekt einfiihrend, also gewohnlich im No. oder 
bei obliquer Rede im Ac. Ile(@0vcu tov Zddoxov . . . 0 6€ 
meobels . . . ©. 2,67, 2. "Ivdpws "AOnvatous éernydyero* of 
6é HAOov. O. 1, 104, 1. “lows bpiv tavti rAéyov Sond réyerv 
arrav0aditopevos: TO 8 ove gots torodrov. TIX. aa. 37, a. 
(Tdy’ dv tis Oapooin bre adtav breppépopev’ Tots O& GAAN YH 
éortv, ©. 1, 81, 1. Dacl Evypaylav d1a 16 cadpov ovdevds 
mw déacba: 768 emt Kaxoupyia Kal ove apetn éretidevoar. 
@. 1, 37, 2.)” Morris, ad loc.: “76 dé: dé expresses a vigor- 
ous opposition, but on the contrary, like cum tamen and TO? re- 
tains its old dem. sense. Cf. Dem. xviii. 140, 76 & od TovodTev 
éo7t; Stallbaum on Plat. Apol. 23a; Kiihn. 459 c.” Classen- 
Steup*: “vo d¢ nimmt mit lebhafter Entgegnung das ovdevds 
mo Evppayiay déyerOae wieder auf. Vel. 2, 89, 3 u. zuc. 81, 
2.” Thompson, ad Men. 97 C: “On the other hand, in Thuc. 
I, 37, 2 70 8 éml Kaxoupyia érerydevoay, To resumes Evppayiav 
ovdevis S¢EacOat from the previous clause, and is distinctly 
ace. governed by ézerndevoav.” Marchant: “7d dé—‘ but 
that,’ 76 being demonstrative in sense.” 
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In view of this overwhelming testimony in favor of resump- 
tive 76 6é Classen’s note ad /oc. might well be ignored, but it 
sheds interesting light on the history of commentary. It is 
as follows: “76 6é zum Ausdruck lebhafter Entgegnung, fast 
mit der Wirkung einer adversativen Conjunction, wie cum 
tamen. vg\. Buttmann zu Plat. Men. c. 38 d. Stallbaum zur 
Apol. p. 23 a.” Classen is evidently under the spell of the 
Heindorf doctrine, but his intimate acquaintance with Thu- 
cydides has had the effect of partially breaking this spell, 
and he has been kept from committing himself unreservedly 
to the “ conjunctional”’ theory. 

The conclusion, then, with reference to the 76 &¢ of the 
passage before us is that 7d is a resumptive pronoun; that it 
is in the accusative case and is the direct object of émer/dev- 
oav; and that its antecedent, instead of being a single word, 
is a phrase, namely, To pndevds Evupaylav déyecOa, involved 
in the words Evppayiav . . . ovdevds mw déEacOar. 

A similar example to the previous one is found at Thuc. ii, 
89, 3. To understand it, it will be necessary to give the 
whole context. The passage is as follows: éweta @ wadoTa 
TLOTEVOVTES TPOTepYoVTal, WS TpoaHKoy apiaw avdpeiols eiva., 
od Ov GAXO Tt Gapcovow 7 Sia THY ev TO TeS@ EuTretpiay TA 
mreiw KatopOodvtes Kal olovtat opiot Kal év TO vavTLK@ ToLn- 
ce TO avTd. 1O8 éx TOD Stxaiov nyiv wadrrov viv TreptéoTat, 
elrep kal TovTos év éxeive, eel edtrpuyla ye ovdév mpopepovat, 
T@ O€ Exdtepor ewrretpdTepor eivat OpacvTepot écuev. Whatever 
may be the exact antecedent of 7d in this passage, whether 
it be xatopOoby év To vavTtK@, as Classen thinks — why not 
xatopOody alone?—or dvépeious eivat, as Thompson holds 
(see his note on Meno 97 C), the fact is that the two schol- 
ars agree that 76 (é¢) is here a resumptive pronoun, and, this 
being granted, one would naturally conclude that the case is 
the nominative. It is true that Classen, ad /oc., has the note, 
“rd 8€ zu 1, 37, 2, nDamlich catopOobv év TO vavTiK@,” and at 
i, 37, 2 he gives the note cited above on this page. But 
Classen, as was pointed out before, while clearly under the 
spell of tradition, does not fully commit himself to the adver- 
bial use of 76 (8¢) in i, 37, 2, and at ii, 89, 3 the second part 
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of his note militates against the first part. As this second 
part represents the product of Classen’s own brain, it is rea- 
sonably safe to infer that he thought of 76 (6) here as the 
nominative, and this is the view to which Steup, Classen’s 
editorial successor, and Thompson (ad Men. 97 C) expressly 
commit themselves. There is no greater reason for believing 
70 (6€) of Thuc. ii, 89, 3 to be an accusative of respect than 
there is for so construing the ro of Hdt. i, 170, éxéAeve év 
Bovreutnptov "lwvas éxtiaOat, 76 6é eivat év Tép, and supplying 
another SovAevtjprov with efvat. In like manner, in Plato, 
Apol. 38 A, édv 7 ad Adyw Ste Kal Tuyxydver péytaTov ayabov 
dv avOpar@ tobto, éxdotns Hucpas mepl aperAs Tos Adyous 
mroveiaOat Kal Tov ddrAwDY, TEpl ov Hels Euod axoveTe Stadeyo- 
pévou nai éuavrov kat addrous éEeralovtos, 6 5é aveEeractos Bios 
od Biwtds avOpwore@, tadta & ere Hrrov teicecOé wor A€yovTt. 
Ta O€ éye pev ovTaS, as eyo Hnut, @ avdpes, TelOev dé ov 
pgscov, no one at all familiar with the resumptive use of 6 (d¢) 
would for a moment think of construing ra (6é) otherwise 
than as the subject of éye. In the light, then, of all that has 
been said above, there would seem to be no justification for in- 
cluding Thuc. ii, 89, 3 in the list of examples of adverbial ro d¢. 

Let us now consider Soph. 77. 1170-2: épacke (sc. 7 
dpis) udyOav tev épectwHtav éuot | Avaw TEeArcicOat* KaddKouv 
mpdtew Karas-| 7d 8 Hw ap’ oddév adrAo TAnY Oaveiv eye. 
Jebb has the following note: “76 & refers to Xow Tercio Oat: 
‘but ¢kat (the promised release) was, it seems, only my 
death.’ Cp. Plato, Rep. 357 A: éyw peév obv . . . @unv Adyou 
amnrrdybar: To 8 Hv dpa, ws éorxe, mpootmov.” I had 
thought before reading Jebb’s note that 7é referred more 
immediately to mpdfev kad@s than to Avow TereicOa. But 
there is little practical difference between the two views, and 
the uncertainty is no greater than in the case of the English 
zt, this, the case, used under similar circumstances. The in- 
definiteness of reference is no argument against the construc- 
tion claimed for te. Indeed, there is a similar indefiniteness 
in the case of other pronouns in Greek. Take, for example, 
Thuc. ii, 60, 5-6: xalrou éwol Torovt@ avdpl dpyifecOe ds odde- 
vos olopat Hocwv elvar yvdval te Ta Sdovta Kal Eépunvedoat 
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tavta, pirdrroris Te Kal ypnudTwv Kpeicowv. 6 TE yap yvous 
kai pn capes Siddtas év iow Kal et wy eveOupnOn- 87 éyov 
apdotepa, TH S€ TédEL SvaVOUS, OVK AV Opoiws TL oiKEiws Hpator - 
mpocovtos b€ Kal TOVSE, ypnuact Sé iKwpevov, TA EvprravTa 
TovTou évos dv mwroito. It is perfectly clear that rpoadvtos 
dé kai Todée refers to the presence of patriotism and yet the 
exact verbal antecedent is not clear; it might be 76 yu dvavour 
elvat TH TOE, TO EvVOUY Elva, TO didAOTrOALY eElvaL, OY even 
evvota. It would be absurd to say that, because one cannot 
be sure of the exact verbal form of the antecedent of Todée, 
therefore tovée has no antecedent, and it is just as absurd to 
say that, because there is a similar indefiniteness in the 
Sophoclean passage, therefore té has no reference to any- 
thing that precedes. Hence Campbell’s note on 77. 1172 
should give us no concern: “7d & wv ap’|] ‘Whereas the 
truth of it was.’ Cp. Plat. Rep. 2. 357 A, To © ww dpa, as 
éovke, Tpooiwiov.” This note was written under the domina- 
tion of the Heindorf-Ast explanation of phraseological 70 8é, 
but Campbell later changed his mind, for in the Jowett- 
Campbell edition of Plato’s Republic 76 dé of 357 A is viewed 
as a nominative. It may be regarded as certain, then, that 
Tr. 1172 must likewise be excluded from the list of examples 
of adverbial 76 oe. 

Let us next take up Dem. 18, 140: év & éwe€eapydoat’ 
dvopes *A@nvaior towodrov, 6 maar Tois mportépos éméOnKev 
TENS * TEPL OV TOS TOANOIS AVAAWCEV AOYoUS, TA TOV ’AudiC- 
céwov dieEc@v Soypata, as Siactp&apwv Tarn. Td & ov ToL0d- 
tov €ott. Dissen, ad /oc., says, “ Notissimus hodie hic usus 
articuli,’” and he gives the well-known reference to Heindorf’s 
Theaet. Blass, ad /oc., is still in the bonds of tradition. He 
says of To d¢€: “haufig nam. b. Platon zu Anfang des Satzes 
adverbartig, ‘aber.’ Kriiger § 50,1, 14.” Goodwin, ad /oc., 
has a similar note: “76 8, dut iz fact: this to 6é, with no. 
correlative 76 yév, is common in Plato, introducing an adver- 
sative statement. See Apol. 23 A... So Rep. 340 D 
(end), 357 A.— ov Tovodrov éotu, i.e. this cannot be done (the 
case is not of such a nature), referring to as duaotpApov Tadn- 
éé.”’ But in spite of Dissen, Blass, and Goodwin, in view of 
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the passages previously discussed and the arguments previ- 
ously given, it seems certain that we must follow Westermann- 
Rosenberg’, who remarks, ad /oc.: “ Ohne vorhergegangenes 
6 wev steht o dé, 76 d€ dies aber, meist ein dem vorhergehenden 
entgegengesetztes Subjekt einfiihrend.” 76 (éé) means the 
matter referred to in év & éwe£epydoar(o). It is in the nomi- 
native case and is the subject of éoré. 

Similar to the foregoing example is Isoc. 15, 133-4: @v 
ovdev cou pewerAnker, AAN iv érriexas TaV Ew TpayyaTor ért- 
pernOns, oles cot Kab Tors evOdde TodLTeVoMEvos Karas EFeLV. 
TO 8 ovy obTws GAA TovavTion didei cuuBalve. 7d (8¢) is 
‘this, ‘the matter, ‘what you suppose, and is the subject of 
pirel. 

Ground has now been broken for the consideration of the 
Platonic passages. Ample evidence has been furnished of 
the existence of a resumptive 70 (6¢) that may be the subject 
or the object of a verb, while its antecedent is not a substan- 
tive or a pronoun but the concept contained in some other 
part of speech, or in a phrase, clause, or whole sentence. It 
will, therefore, be unnecessary to discuss this phase of the 
question any further. Moreover, whilst we have had one 
example of the accusative, all the other examples have been 
subject nominatives. A similar, but not so great, preponder- 
ance of the latter category is noticeable also in the Platonic 
examples, and in the discussion that follows, the instances in 
which 70 (6€) is the subject nominative-(rarely the subject 
accusative in indirect discourse) will be treated first. But, 
before taking up the more difficult examples, it will be well 
to dispose of a number of instances in which the antecedent 
of 76 (6€) is a definitely expressed substantive. 

Timae. 51 C, adra parny éxdorore eival ti papev eidos éxd- 
atou vontdv, TO dé ovdev ap’ HY TAHY AOyoS, is cited by Thomp- 
son as an instance of adverbial ro dé. But 7¢ refers to eidos 
(vonrév) and is the subject of #v. Archer-Hind translates: 
“. . . but we talk idly when we speak of an intelligible idea 
as actually existent, whereas it was nothing but a concep- 
tion.” Jowett translates: “ And is all that which we call an 
intelligible essence nothing at all, and only a word?” 
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In Cratyl. 404 C, “ Deppéparta”’ Sé- TroArol per Kal TovTo 
poBovwvTa: To dvona Kal tov “’AmddAw,” td atrepias, ws 
orev, GvomaTwv opOeTnTOS. Kal yap weTaBdAXOVTES oKOTOUVTAL 
TH “Depoehovny,” Kal Sevdv avrois gaiverar> TO dé pnvde 
cobyy eivae tHv Oedv, Ast and Forman regard 76 8é as adver- 
bial, but 7é clearly refers to évoya, namely Deppéparra, and 
is in the nominative case. Jowett translates: ‘“‘ People dread 
the name of Pherephatta as they dread the name of Apollo, 
—and with as little reason; the fear, if I am not mistaken, 
only arises from their ignorance of the nature of names. 
But they go changing the name (Pherephatta) into Perse- 
phone, and they are terrified at this; whereas the new name 
means only that the Goddess is wise.” 

Compare also Cratyl. 404 E: £Q.. rodAol repdBnvtat rept 

70 dvoya TOU Geod (sc. TOU’ AmdANwVOS), Bs TL SeLvdv NVYUOVTOS * 
h ov noOnoa; EPM. mdvu pév odv, cal adnOf reyes. TO. 76 
8é ¥ éariv, ds ewol Soxei, KaANOTA KEipevoyv pds THY SiVamLY 
tod Oeod. 7d (dé) clearly refers to dvoya, and the meaning of 
the passage is as follows: ‘But the name has, in my opinion, 
been most appropriately bestowed in view of the power of the 
god.’ 
A companion passage to the above is Craty/. 405 E: dep 
Kal vov bromtevovTés Tives Oia TO py OPOGS oKoTrelaOat THY ddva- 
pv Tod dvduatos pofodvTat avTs ws onpuaivoy POopdy Tiva* TO 
dé rou, Gomep apte EdXeyeTO, Tracey éepaTTomevoy KEiTAL TOV TOD 
Oeod Suvdpewv. Ast and Forman regard 76 6¢ as adverbial, 
but, as in the preceding example, it is resumptive and in the 
nominative case. The antecedent is avd (sc. Té dvoua), and 
ro is the subject of xeirar. Jowett translates: “ Now the sus- 
picion of this destructive power still haunts the minds of some 
who do not consider the true value of the name, which, as I 
was saying just now, has reference to all the powers of the 
God.” 

In Legg. 731 E, which Adam, Thompson, and Stallbaum 
cite among the instances of adverbial 76 6¢, rd refers to Todo, 
2.¢. TaVTOV ... weyloTov Kaxay, and is the subject of yéyverat. 
The passage reads as follows: wdvtwv b€ péyiorov Kaxov 
avOparrots Tots Todos Euutov év Tais Yuxais eotw, ob Tas 
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EavT@ auyyvaunv éxov aropuyny ovdeplay pnxavata* TodTo 
& gor 6 Aéyouaw ws Piros aiT@ Twas avOpwros pica 7 éotl 
kat opOas éxet TO Seiv elvat TovodTov* TO bé ddAnOeia ye TavToV 
dpaptnudrev Sia THY cpddpa éavToU dirlav aitiov éExdaTw ylyve- 
tat éxdorote. Jowett translates: “ Whereas the excessive love 
of self is in reality the source to each man of all offences.” 

In Jon, 536 A-B, cat 6 pév tev Tointav é£ dAXns Movans, 6 
dé €& GAAns eEnptyntar* dvoudfouev Sé ato Kxaréyerar: TO dé 
€oTt Tapardnatov* éyerat yap, avtd is éEnptytat and 76 (dé) is 
karéxyerat and is the subject of éoré The Ficino-Hirschig 
translation is this: “vocamus autem id nos (karéyerat) occu- 
patur (Bekker occupari): quod quidem illi proximum est: 
(€yeras) tenetur enim.” 

The passage just considered serves as a connecting link 
between the preceding passages, in which 70 (8€) refers to a 
definitely expressed substantive, and the passages presently 
to be examined, in which the antecedent of 7d (d¢) is more or 
less involved. 

Of these more difficult examples the first to be considered 
is Rep. 357 A: éy@ pev ovv tadtTa eirav @unv Adyou amndda- 
x9ar: ro 8 Hw dpa, ws ouxe, wpooiwov. As 7d (8¢) in the 
passage from the /o refers to xatéyerat and is the subject 
of éoré, so in the present passage 76 (5¢) has for its antece- 
dent amndAdyGaz, and is the subject of #v. But there is this 
difference that in the former case xaréyeras as such, namely 
the term xaréyera., is the antecedent, whereas in the latter 
case the antecedent is not the term amnAAayOat, not amndra- 
x9a as such, but arndAAdyOat in so far as it involves the sub- 
stantive notion azadXayn. Now the amadday7 is not an 
actual riddance, but merely a supposed riddance, for dmn)- 
AdyGat is dependent upon Suny and 4 amadrayy becomes 4 
amahrayn Soxodca elvar. It is true that Thompson, ad Men. 
97 C, and Goodwin, ad Dem. 18, 140, cite the 76 (d¢) of this 
passage as an instance of the adverbial use, but, on the other 
hand, Jowett and Campbell, ad loc., say that “7d in 76 8 re- 
sumes Tavdra eirwv: ‘ What I had said, I thought was the end, 
but it turned out to be (dpa) only the beginning.’” Of course 
it is preferable to refer 7d (8¢) to amnAdaxyOae instead of to 
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tatta eiev, and Jowett actually translates: “With these 
words I was thinking-I had made an end of the discussion ; 
but the end, in truth, proved to be only a beginning,” but the 
important point to be observed is that both Jowett and 
Campbell consider 76 (8¢) to be the subject of #v. This is 
also the view of Jebb, ad Trach. 1172 (see above, p. 127), who 
regards 76 (5¢€) as a nominative substantive pronoun referring 
to amnrAayOat. 

Let us now turn to Afo/. 37 A, cited by Forman, ad Apol. 
23 A, Append., as an instance of adverbial ro 6é The 
passage reads as follows: tows obv dyiv cal tavti Néywr Trapa- 
TANnTios SOKA A€yelv Gorrep Tepl TOD olxTOU Kal THS avT.Born- 
cews, arrav0abdsGopuevos* TO Sé ovK oti, & AOnvaiot, ToLodTov, 
ara Toudvde wadAov. Compare Dem. 18, 140: Td 8 od TaxO0d- 
tov éott. Kiihner* and Kiihner-Gerth, § 459, 1, c), regard 7 
as a nominative, though, strangely enough, they refer to Dis- 
sen ad Dem. /c., who argues in favor of the adverbial use of 
ro dé for that passage (see above, p. 128). 7¢ in our passage 
signifies 7d mepl tov arrav0abifopevdv pe Aéyev, and it is un- 
doubtedly the subject of éortv. As this view has also the 
support of Kriiger, § 50, 1, A. 4, we may pass on to the con- 
sideration of the next passage. 

In Afol. 39 C, viv yap TodTo eipydcacbé we oidpevot amranr- 
rAdEecOat Tod Siddvai Eeyyov Tov Biov, rd dé juiv modu évav- 
tlov amoByceTat, ws eyo pnw, Adam, ad Afol. 23 A, and 
Forman, /.c., regard 76 6¢ as adverbial. Thompson, ad Men. 
97 C, expresses the opinion that “ aroSyceras is impersonal 
and To not nom.,” but he admits this to be one of the ambig- 
uous examples, and thereby concedes the possibility of taking 
70 (6€) as a substantive pronoun in the nominative case. As 
a matter of fact, the passage resembles Rep. 357 A (see 
above, p. 131) as to the antecedent of 7¢, and, for the corrective 
clause, Isoc. 15, 134 (see above, p. 129), furnishes a parallel. 
Additional light may be derived from Euthyphro, 3 E, e 8é 
oovddaovtat, TodT 75n brn aToBHaETaL Adnrov TARY bpiv 
Tos dvtecwv, where Tovro certainly refers to &... o7moudd- 
covrat, and aoPyjoerat is not impersonal. 

In Phaedo, 87 C, (@omep av Tis) olotto arrodedeiyOat Srt 
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TavTos dpa pardov & ye avOpwrros cas eat, erred) TO ye OAL- 
yoxpoviwrepov ovK amrdrA@ArEv. TOO, Oluat, ® ippla, ovy ovTas 
éyet, TO (5€) is 7d wept Tov arrodedeiyOat Ste... 6 ye AVOpwrros 
ods éotw, éretdy xré., and it is the subject of éye. Both 
Kiihner? and Kiihner-Gerth (Zc.) appear to share this view, 
and perhaps also Matthiae, § 286; but Baumlein, Gr. Parti- 
keln, p. 96, seems to regard 76 6€ as adverbial. For the ante- 
cedent of 7é, compare Rep. 357 A (see above) and Apol. 39 C 
(see above); for the corrective statement, compare Isoc., Zc. 

There is another passage in the Pkhaedo, viz. 109 D-E, 
that is said to contain an instance of adverbial ro $é The 
passage reads thus: tavdtov 59 rodto Kal jas werovbdva- 
oixobvtas yap év Tit Koih@ THS yhs olecOat érdvw avThs oixeiv, 
Kal Tov aépa ovpavov Kareiv, ws Sid TovTOV oipavod dvTos Ta 
dotpa xwpodvta’ TO 8é eivat tadtov, bm’ acOeveias Kal Bpadv- 
THTos ovx olous Te eivat Huas SieEeNOciv én’ Exyatov Tov aépa’ 
érel, ef Tis avTod ém adxpa €rXOot } mTNvos yevduevos avamroLTo, 
katibeiy (Av) avaxtpavra, @otrep évOdde xré. Heindorf, in a 
note ad /oc., declared that, in view of the proximity of the 
words tadrov 64 Todt Kal judas TemovOévat, no one could ever 
persuade him to believe that the words 76 8é efvat raitév were 
Plato’s own words. He claimed that there was no evidence 
in Ficino’s translation for an original tadrév, and, taking the 
cue from Eusebius’ todrov for tairév, he proposed to read 
tovodrov, maintaining that this reading would also justify the 
otherwise unaccountable omission of ydp in the following 
clause. According to this view, 76 (d¢) would be the subject 
of eivat. Of the other conjectures, Vogelin’s (zeste H. Schmidt) 
70 6€ devdtatov for Td dé elvat tadrdv is rather attractive, and 
has found a place in Hermann’s text. This is also the read- 
ing advocated by Geddes? ad Joc. If this were the correct 
reading, the passage would not fall within the scope of this 
paper. Archer-Hind (Phaedo*, 1894) asserts that no satisfac- 
tory defence of the words edvat raitév has been made, and he 
therefore follows Riickert and Schanz in bracketing both 
these words. He retains 7d 6¢ and interprets it as ‘but the 
truth is that.’ The presence of elvat taitév in our Mss is 
accounted for by him on the theory that these words are an 
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insertion of a copyist that did not understand the idiom. But 
none of the above changes is perfectly satisfactory, and the 
excision of eivas tavrdv, in particular, must be regarded as 
hazardous from a palaeographical, as well as from a syntacti- 
cal, point of view. The fact of the matter is, the traditional 
reading is not at all bad, and it numbers among its defenders 
such scholars as Ast, Hermann Schmidt, Wohlrab, and Bur- 
net. Ast has explained the passage so succinctly that it 
is perhaps best simply to repeat his note here: “Ego 
vero viros doctos miror in v. tavtév tanto opere offendisse. 
Etenim quod in similitudine illa qua usus est coniunctum 
reperitur (si quis in imo mari habitet opinans supra mare 
habitare, et: mare pro caelo habeat, propterea quod caput e 
mari erigere nequeat), hoc in duo nunc separatur membra 
(quocirca tadrov bis positum). Sensus est igitur: zdem nobis 
accidere ; nos enim qui in cavo quodam terrae habitemus putare 
supra ipsam habitare et aérem, per quem astra currentia videa- 
mus, extstimare caelum esse, propterea quod pariter atque tlt 
(qui in mari habitantes ad summum emergere mare non pos- 
sint) propter infirmitatem atque tarditatem ad summum nequea- 
mus aévem pervenire. NV. 70 6é eivat tavtév, HOC (the small 
caps. are mine) autem idem ESSE (the small caps. are mine), 
valent: ezus autem rei candem esse causam: nos videlicet non 
posse cet.” It is hardly necessary to add that according to 
the view just stated 76 (d¢) is the subject of efvas. 

Closely connected with Phaedo, 87 C, is Cratyl. 439 B-C: 
éru tolvun Tdde oKeYropueba, OTrws un Huds TA TOANA TavTa oVvd- 
pata és tabtov Telvovta éEatraTa, Kal Te dvTt pév ot Oepevos 
aita SiavonOévtes ye €Oevto Os idyt@y amrdvTwv del Kal pedvTwr* 
fatvovrar yap ewouye Kat avtol ottw SsiavonOivar* ro 8, €& 
eruyev, ody otws exet, GAN obrou abtoi te Somrep eis Twva Sivyv 
éurrecdvtes KUK@VTAL Kal Tuas epedKdpevot Trpoce“Paddovov. 
Ast, ad Rep. 340 D, and Forman, /.c., regard 76 dé as adverb- 
ial, but 7é clearly means 8 dcavonbevtes EOevto 7a dvepaTa, Sc. 
Gmavra del iévat Kai peiv, and is the subject of éye. This 
view is confirmed by Ficino’s translation, “ quorum tamen 
opinio . . . falsa habenda est.” 

To the same group as the foregoing examples belongs 
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Conv. 183 C-D: tatty peév odv oinbetn av Ts TayKanov vout- 
fecOar ev tHde TH Ter Kal TO épav Kal TO Hirovs yiyvecOat 
Tois épactais. émeddv € . . . eis O€ TadTa TIs ad BrAdpas 
Hyncar av maddy aicyicrov 7d ToLodToy évOdde vowiver Oa. 
70 8é, otwat, OS éye. Rettig, in a note ad Joc., explains 76 d€¢ 
as equivalent to 76 d¢ &AnOés, and he gives the well-known ref- 
erences to Ast, Heindorf, Schneider, and Bernhardy. Hug?, 
ad loc., says, “ro d€ bezogen auf das vorher gesagte wie Symp. 
198 D,” and were it not for the subsequent note on 198 D, 
which states that 7o dé in the latter passage is “ adverbiell ” 
and means “indessen, da doch,” one would suppose that Hug 
regarded the ré of our passage as a resumptive pronoun in 
the nominative. But be this as it may, it is fairly certain 
that Kiithner? and Kiihner-Gerth, /c., take 76 (5¢) in 183 D 
as a nominative. Undoubtedly ré is the subject of éye and 
means ‘the matter in question,’ namely, 76 mas Td TovovTov 
(sc. 7o épav cal rd Pirouvs ylyverOar Tois épactais) évOdd. 
vomiverat, 

A companion passage to the preceding is 7heaet. 166 A: 
obTos 67 6 Lwxpatns 6 ypnaTos, éreldn a’T@ Tratdlov tT épwrn- 
Bev eeicev, ef oidv Te TOV avToY TO avTO pepvncOat Gua Kal ph 
eidéval, kai Seicav arrépnoev bid 76 pi) SUvacOa Tpoopay, yédwTa 
6% Tov ewe ev Tois Adyous amédakev. 7d Sé, & pabvydtate Lo- 
Kpates, THO éye. Ast, ad Rep. 340 D, and Forman, /.c., 
regard 70 éé here as adverbial; Hug uses it to illustrate Conv. 
183 D; and Schanz, if I mistake not the tenor of his note on 
Apol. 23 A, regards it as a nominative. Hieronymus Miiller 
also thus regards it, for he translates as follows: “ Der Ehren- 
mann da, der Sokrates, machte einen Mann wie mich, nach- 
dem ein Knablein, von ihm befragt, ob es méglich sei, dass 
derselbe Dasselbe zugleich im Gedachtnis habe und nicht 
wisse, 4ngstlich wurde und in dieser Angstlichkeit, weil sein 
Blick nicht weiter zu reichen vermochte, es verneinte, lacher- 
lich. Das aber, du leichtfertiger Sokrates, verhalt sich so.” 
70 (d€) is unquestionably the subject of ye, and it refers to 
yérwra 57 Tov ewe ev Tois Adyous aréberEe. 

In Soph. 244 A, diddoxete ody mpatov Todr’ adTo Has, tva 
By So€dlwper pavOdvev pwev Ta reyopeva wap’ budv, TO dé 
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TovTov yiyyntar av TovvavTiov, To € is adverbial, according 
to Archer-Hind, ad Phaed. 109 D, Baumlein, Heindorf, and 
Forman. Thompson also inclines to this view, but by plac- 
ing the example in the list of ambiguous instances, he admits 
the possibility of considering it as a nominative. The pas- 
sage resembles Afol. 39 C. 70 (8¢) refers to d0€afwpev pav- 
Odvev and means 7 wdOnows d0£afouevn eivar. It is the subject 
of yiyvnras. 

With the previous passage may be compared Legg. 821 A: 
Tov péytaTov Gedy Kal drov Tov Kdcpov dapev ove EnTeiv Seiv 
ovTe TOAUTTparywovely TAS aitias épevv@VTAS* OV yap ovd Gavov 
eivat’ TO O€ Eovxe Wav TOUTOU TOvVaVTIoY YyLyvouEvoY 6pIGS av 
yiyvecOat. Td is TO vv yyvopuevov, and is the subject of éouxe. 

Legg. 967 A, which is regarded by Archer-Hind as adverb- 
ial and is mentioned by Thompson as an example of 70 6é in 
questions, finds an appropriate place here. The passage 
reads thus, starting at 966E: A@. 6 yap iSev tatta pi 
gavrws pnd idiwTiKas, ovdels ovTws AOeos avOpwTaVv Tote 
mépuxev, d5 od Todvartiov Erabev %} TO MpocdoK@mevoy bm THV 
TOAAWV. OF ev Yap StavoodyTat TOUS TA TOLAUTA pETayeElpica- 
févous aotpovouia Te Kai Tais peTa TavTnS avayKaials addaLs 
téxvas abéous yiryverOat, Kabewpaxdtas ws olov Te yiyvopneva 
avdyKats mpadyyat adr ov diavoias BovrAycews ayabav méps 
tehoupevav. KA. 70 dé 69 mas Exor av cin; Td is TO Tepl TOD 
TOUS TA ToLadTa meTayelpiaamevous . . . a0éous yiyverPat, and 
is the subject of ei’. 

Similar to the previous passage is Lf. 329 E-330 A: 
aArws te Kal Senyyerpevoy dn Tote TovvavTiov i} TO MpOTEpoV 
warty, os Idadtwva Atovictos Oavpactas os adaomaletar. TOS 
eixe 67 Tas; TO yap adnOEs Set dpalev. 7d (dS) is TO Tepi Tod 
TlAdteva io Atovyciov Javpactas ws dorabecOat, and is the 
subject of etye. 

Let us now consider Conv. 198 C-E: kai évevdnoa tdéte dpa 
KaTayédXacTos OV, HVika Upiv @uordyour év TO peper we” Hav 
éeyxaptdcerOa Tov” Epwra . . . ovdév elds apa TOU TmpaypaTos, 
as de éyeomidle oTiodyv. éyw wey yap iT’ aBerTEplas @unv 
deiv TaANOH A€yerv rept éExdatou TOU éyKwpalopevov, Kal TodTO 
uev uTrapyey, €€ altav dé ToUTwWY TA KaANOTA exAEyoMEVOUS WS 
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evmperréatata TWOdvat* Kat travu dn wéya éppdvouy ws ed épar, 
as eldas THY AdnOeLav Tod érratveiy OTLOdY. TO Sé Apa, ws Corker, 
ov TOUTO HY TO KAAwS erraLvElY OTLODY, ANAA TO WS péyLaTa avaTi- 
Odvat TO Tpaypartt Kal ws KaANOTA, édv Te 7 OUTWS EyovTa ea 
Te pn: ed dé yrevdy, oddev dp’ nv mpayya. This passage might 
have been taken up in connection with Rep. 357 A, but its 
discussion at that stage would have been more difficult. The 
antecedent of 70 (S¢) is TaANOH Adyerv ... Kal... TA KaAMOTA 
exreyouevous as evmperéactata tiOévat, and the presence of 
TovTo serves to confirm this view. For, if 76 6¢ were adverb- 
ial as Hug and Thompson think, then rotro must of necessity 
be admitted to have the very antecedent that the writer claims 
for 76(6é), and Hug expressly states that “ rovro” is “das von 
mir gemeinte, d. h. Ta’769 Aéyev.”” But this admission in- 
volves the admission that #v may have for its subject a pro- 
noun with the antecedent just mentioned, and, of course, this 
pronoun may be 76 (6¢). Now, as there is nothing to com- 
pel one to regard 7d d€ here as adverbial, and as the only 
argument in favor of the adverbial use here is the possibility 
of translating 76 é¢ adverbially without making nonsense, the 
claim seems well founded that it is in every way better to con- 
strue 7d as the subject of mv. Tovro will then be the predicate 
after nv, and 76 Kadas érratvety oriovy is in apposition with 
tovro, For the addition of an articular infinitive in apposi- 
tion with rodro, compare Craty/. 430 D-E: aA Gras wy, 
Lexpates, ev peu Tois Cwypadjuacw 7 TodTO, TO wn dpOas 
Stavewerv, ert S€ Tots dvduacw ov, AAN dvayKaioy 7 del dpOas. 

We have now to consider a few passages in which the 
reference of the 7d é¢ to what precedes is more or less in- 
definite, whereas the exact meaning is embodied in a subse- 
quent explanatory expression. The vaguer the reference, the 
greater the approach to what in the case of the regular 
demonstrative pronouns is called the anticipatory use. 

In Rep. 527 B, the backward reference is still pretty clear. 
The context is as follows: ov toivuy rovTd ye, wv & éyo, 
audio BntHcovaw Huiv, door Kal opixpa yewpeTpias Ewrrerpot, Ste 
arn } éricTHun Tav TodvavTiov Exe. TOs ev a’TH NOYoUS Aeryo- 
pévols Ud TOV peTaxepilouevwrv. lds; pn. Aéyovor peév 
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Tov padAa yEerolws Te Kal avayKalws* ws yap mpaTTovTés Te Kal 
mpakews evexa mavtas Tovs Adyous ToLovpevor NEyoUCL TeTpa- 
youvitev te kal mapateivev Kal mpootiOdvar Kal Tavta ovTw 
hbeyyouevot’ TO 8 orl Tov wav TO pdOnpa yvocews Eevexa 
émitndevduevov. Adam, Ast, Rettig, and Schneider regard 
to 5€ as adverbial, but ré is the subject of éoté . . . émutn- 
devcuevov and refers to 8 ésurndevovow involved in as yap 
mparrovtes . . . A€youor Té. The exact thought is at once 
made clear by the appositive expression av To wdOnya. 

In Rep. 443 C, where Adam translates 76 dé ye by “yes, 
but in point of fact,” the backward reference of 76 (6é) is 
perhaps a little fainter. Plato’s words with context are as 
follows: Tédcov dpa hyiv 7o évitrmoyv amotetéAcaTat, 0 Ehapev 
umoTtevoal, ws evOdS apydpevor THS TEAEWS olKifeLy KaTA Oeov 
Tia eis apynv Te Kal TUTOV TLVda THS Sixarocdyyns Kivduvevoper 
euBeBnxévar. Tavrdmact wey oov. To dé ye nv dpa, & TXav- 
kov, & 6 Kal wderei, eLdwrdov Te THS Suxatootyns, TO TOV meV 
aKuToTomiKoy puaet opOas exe oKuToTouEVy Kal GAO pndev 
mpatrey, Tov dé TexTovKoY TexTalverOaL, Kal TaAXA OH OUTS. 
What is meant by 76 (8€) is, of course, clearly set forth by 
the articular infinitives that follow, but these had been fore- 
shadowed in the words apyny Te cal TUrrov Tia THS dixaLocvyys. 
This is also the view held by Jowett and Campbell, who have 
the following note ad /oc.: “* And this (the division of labour) 
was really a sort of shadow of justice. Hence the advantage 
of it,’ ze. because it partakes of the nature of justice. dé 
refers to apynpy Te Kai TUTrov Twa THS Sixacocvyns and is further 
explained by 76 Tov pev, K.7.r.” 

Similar to the foregoing passage is Legg. 803 D: viv peév 
jou Tas a7rovdds olovras ety &exa TaV Taldiav yiyverOaL: Ta 
yap wept Tov TeAELOV HYodYTAL aTrOVOala 6YTA THS eipnuns Evexa 
deiv ev TiWecOar. TO 8 Hp ev Tor€um pev dpa ovbt obv TraLdia 
mepuxvia ovT avd Tratdela TroTé Hiv &ErOYOS, ovTE OvcAa OUT’ 
écopevn, 5 bn hapev Huiv ye eivat crovdatoratov: det dy TOV 
Kat eipyyny Biov éactov mretoTtov Te Kal aptotov dieEedOeiv. 
In spite of the difficulties, textual and exegetical, that this 
passage presents, there seems to be no good reason for tak- 
ing To dé adverbially as Heindorf, Stallbaum, Thompson, and 
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Forman do. dis ‘the matter of military pursuits’ referred 
to in the previous sentence, and this is further explained by 
the relative 6 64 dapev juiv ye elvat orovdaidTratov. The 
meaning of the sentence beginning with 76 & is as follows: 
‘But military pursuits, by their very nature, are not a pastime 
in war, nor do they ever, or will they ever, constitute for us 
an education worth mentioning.’ 7é is the subject of py, év 
qoX€u@ is contrasted with zroré, and peév has for its correlative 
ad. This view receives partial support from Hieronymus 
Miiller, who translates thus: ‘aber das Treiben im Kriege, 
von dem wir behaupten, dass es, fiir uns wenigstens, das 
ernsteste sei, bot, seiner Natur nach, weder ergotzliche Unter- 
haltung, noch erkleckliche Unterweisung, noch bietet sie 
dieselbe oder wird sie bieten.” 

Here belongs also Rep. 527 D: Hdvs el, Fu O eye, Ste éorxas 
Sedidtt Tos Toros, uy SoKHS aypnota paOjpaTa TpocTaTTEy, 
To 8° éotiv ob mdvv paddov AAA Yarerov moTedoar STL ev 
TovTos ToIs waOnpacty éExdoTov dpyavdy TL puyns éxxabaiperal 
Te Kal avalwrupeirat arroAdUmEvoy Kal Tuprovpevoy bTd TOV 
Grav éritndevpadtwv, Kpeittov dv cwodjvat pupiov dupdTov: 
Kove yap avT@ adyGea opatat. 7d (dé) is the subject of éoriy, 
and its meaning, vaguely outlined by px Soxns adypnora pabn- 
pata Tpootatrey, is clearly defined by the 67: clause which 
follows. Here Adam again takes 7d 5é adverbially, whereas 
Jowett and Campbell agree with the interpretation given 
above. They have the following note on the passage: “7d _ 
& éorw .. . 671] ‘whereas it is a high truth although believed 
by few, that,’ etc. dé is the subject of éovev and is explained 
by the clause introduced by 87.” 

A similar passage is found in the Theaetetus, 207 A-B, 
where, however, Campbell, ad /oc., takes 76 d¢ in the sense of 
‘whereas.’ The passage is as follows: 6 dé ye fows ofosr’ dv 
was, Borep av TO cov dvopa épwTnOevtas Kal azroKptvopévous 
kata svrAdaBHY, yedoious eivat, 6pbas pev SoEdfovTas Kai Néyov- 
Tas & Aéyouev, oiouévous Sé ypaypartixors eivat cal eye te Kal 
Aéyerv ypappatixas Tov Tod @eatrHjTov dvdpuatos Adyov: TO 8° 
ovK elvar ériotnudvas ovdey Aéyelv, ply av Sid THY aTOLYEL@V 
Meta THS aAnOods ddEns Exactov Tepaivy Tis, bwEp Kal ev Tos 
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mpocbe tov éppnOn. Td means TO Adyev Te Gore Hueis NEyo- 
pev, which is suggested by otouévous .. . Aéyey ypappatiKas 
and is still further defined by the mpi clause. Miiller’s 
translation harmonizes with this view. It is as follows: 
“ Diesem wiirden wir aber vielleicht lacherlich erscheinen ; 
ebenso, als wenn wir nach deinem Namen befragt, silbenweise © 
darauf antworteten, indem wir die richtige Vorstellung davon 
hatten und das Richtige dariiber aussagten, deshalb aber 
Sprachkundige zu sein und als solche die Griinde fiir die 
Schreibung des Namens Theatetos zu wissen und angeben 
zu konnen vermeinten. Das hiess aber! nicht mit Kenntniss 
sich ausdriicken, wenn man nicht Jegliches mittels einer 
richtigen Vorstellung vollstandig nach seinen Bestandtheilen 
beschreibe, was auch im Vorigen irgendwo einmal gesagt 
wurde.” 

In Legg. 684 C, which is bracketed by Schanz after Stall- 
baum and Zeller, 76 (éé) refers forward to.a conditional 
clause. The passage reads as follows: AO. Kal piv tovrd 
ye 06 TOANOL TpoaTaTToVaLW Tois vouobérats, Srrws ToOLOUTOUS 
Onoovary Tos vdpovs ods ExdvTes of Shuot Kal TA TANHON SéEovTaL, 
Kabdrep av et Tis yupvactais 4 latpois mpootdttrot meP Hdovhs 
Ocparredewy Te Kal tacOat Ta Ocpatrevoweva copata. ME. srav- 
tdract pev otv. AO. 76 Sé ¥y éotly ayamnrov TodAdKLS, & 
Kal TIS meTa AVTINS pH MeyaAns OvVaLTO EvEKTLKAa TE Kal DYE 
 obpata amepydtecOa. Here 7d (dé), which is defined by e¢ 
kal Tis meta AUTNS ... SUvalTO. . . byt TouaTa amepya- 
feaOat, is the very opposite of the we? Hdovis Oeparrevey Kré., 
and its use may be defended on the ground that it is the 
correlative 76 6¢ with suppressed 76 péev. Just as of dé ‘ but 
they’ may mean not only ‘they who have just been men- 
tioned,’ but also ‘others’ or ‘the others,’ the meaning being 
determined by the context, so 76 6¢ may mean not only ‘ but 
it,’ ze. the thing just referred to, but it may also mean ‘some 
other thing,’ or ‘the other thing’ held in view and deter- 
mined by a subsequent explanatory term or clause. In other 
words, To dé may be anticipatory and we have here a well- 
developed instance of this use. 

1 The italics are mine. —C. W. E. M. 
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We shall now discuss the passages in which 70 (6¢) is not 
the subject of the verb. In each instance as much of the 
context as may appear desirable will first be cited, and the 
necessary comment will follow. 

Theaet. 200 D: ap’ obv nuiv, & trai, KaX@s 6 AGyos éreTAT- 
Tel, Kal evdeixvuTas Ott ovK dpOas ~revdH ScEav mpotépav EnTod- 
bev emtotnuns, exeiony adevtes; TO 8 eotlv ad’vatov yvavat, 
mpi av TIS emrloTHUNY tKavas XABy Ti ToT éotiv, 7d bé, which 
is considered adverbial by Forman, refers to the knowledge 
sought as expressed by the words wevdy dcEav . . . Sntodpev. 
It is the inner object of the verb yvavat, and the sentence 
may be translated ‘But this information it is impossible to 
get until one has ascertained what knowledge is... Compare 
Hieronymus Miiller’s translation: “ Jenes aber einzusehen, 
ist unmoglich, bevor Jemand die Erkenntniss richtig fasste.” 
Campbell’s view also essentially agrees with the one given 
above. His note ad loc. is: “70 5€] Sc. wevdns dc&a ti ror’ 
éotiv.” It seemed to me better to take td as the object of 
yvevat, but, of course, something might be said in favor of 
yevd) 5d£av as the antecedent of 70, and in that case ro might 
be construed as the nominative subject of éoriv. 

Rep. 340 D: aad oipar Aéyowev TH pnuatt odTas, OTL O 
latpos éEnuapte kal 6 royotns éEnuapte Kal 6 ypappatioTys 
TO 8’, olua, &xaortos TovTwv Ka Goov Tod7T éatiW 8 Tpocayo- 
pevowev adTov, ovdérote duaptdve. Here all the authorities 
consulted, Adam, Baumlein, Forman, Goodwin, Heindorf, 
Jowett and Campbell, Rettig, Schneider, and Stallbaum, 
agree in regarding 70 6¢ as adverbial. 7é rather refers to 
the duadprnua involved in the statement é&juapre, and it is 
the inner object of duaptdve. The meaning is: ‘But such 
mistake none of them ever makes in so far as he is (really) 
what we call him.’ 

Legg. 642 A: oxor® 8n, un ddEav bpiv rapdoxywpar rept 
opixpod TOAAA Aeyev, wEOns mépt GuLKpod TPdypaTos TaLUnKH 
AOyou avaxabaipspevos. TO 5é 4 Kata iat abtod didpOwors 
ovk av dvvatTo dvev povatkhs opOdTnTOs mote cages ovdé ixavov 
év TOS Adyous aTroAaBeEiv* povatky dé dvev Tratdelas THS dons 
ov« av av mote duvatto. Archer-Hind and Stallbaum regard 
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7o dé as adverbial. But 7 is 76 wpadyua (sc. wéOn) and is the 
object of aroAaBeiv. cadés and ixavdv are predicative adjec- 
tives, agreeing with té. Jowett translates: “Now I am 
afraid of appearing to elicit a very long discourse out of 
very small materials. For drinking, indeed, may appear to 
be a slight matter, and yet is one which cannot be rightly 
ordered according to nature without correct principles of 
music; these are necessary to any clear or satisfactory 
treatment of the subject, and music again runs up into 
education generally, and there is much to be said about 
all this.” 

Legg. 630 D: KA. & Eve, Tov vopobétny judy amroBddXo- 
bev eis Tors moppw vopwobéras; AO. ovy nmeis ye, @ dpioTe, 
aN Has adbtovs, dtav oi@yeOa Tavta Ta T év Aakedaipou 
kal Ta THOSE Tpos TOV TérAEHoY padioTa BrErovtas AvKoUpydov 
te cai Mivw tiWecOat Ta vopipa. KA. 76 5é wes yphy jyas 
réyew; Jowett and Campbell, and Thompson, regard 76 é¢ as 
adverbial. But 76 means 76 arepi tot mpos ti BAérovTes Av- 
Kodpyés te kal Mivas ériOevto Ta vouima, and it is the object 
of Adyerv. 7d dé Tas YpHy Nuads réyew ; is ‘How, then, ought 
we to put the matter?’ 

Politic. 263 D: BE. nai éwouye 89 ré7r epavns pépos adat- 
pav hyetcOas Katadirely TO NovTOY ad TavT@V yevos &v, STL TAAL 
TavTov érrovopdte éoyes dvowa, Onpia Karéoas. NE. 20. 
hv kal tadta ovtas. BE. 7O dé ye, & Travtwy avdpeotate, 
Tay’ av, eb tov dpdupdv éoti te S@ov Erepor, oiov Soxet TO THY 
yepavev, 7 TL ToLodTOY aAXo, KaTa TavTa iaws Siovoudto, Kabd- 
mep Kal ov, yepadvous pev ev yévos avTiTiOev Tois ddrous Cqous Kal 
cEeuvuvoy avTo éavTd, Ta O€ GAXa peTa TOV avOparrwv EvrAXa Pov 
eis TavTd ovdev GAO TAHY tows Onpla mpoceima. TO (dE), 
which Campbell, ad /oc., and Forman regard as adverbial, 
refers to yévos é& and is the object of d:ovoyafor. 

Meno, 97 C: 8d&a dpa arnOis mpos opOdrnTa mpadkews oddév 
xelpov Hyeuov ppovnceas: kal todTd éativ 5 vov 5 Tapenel- 
momen €v TH TEpl THS apeTHs oKerper, OTroidy TL ein, NéyovTeEs STL 
ppdvnats pdvov ryyeitar TOU 6pOas TpatTeav: TO dé dpa Kal ddEa 
jw adnOns. The Heindorfian view of ro 8é, though main- 
tained for this passage by Archer-Hind, Baumlein, Forman, 
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Hug, Thompson, and Stallbaum, seems entirely out of place. 
vo is the predicate nominative after #v, of which dd&a adrnOns 
is the subject. The antecedent of To is nyeuwv tod dpbds 
ampatrew involved in nyeitas Tod 6p0as mpdrrav and stated 
two lines before. Compare Schleiermacher’s translation, 
“.. . als wir sagten dass Ejinsicht allein fiihren miisse beim 
richtigen Handeln, dies thut aber auch richtige Vorstellung.” 

Theaet. 157 B: ote && ardvrwy totTwv, dep & apyis 
éréyopuev, ovdey eivat év avTo Kal’ abTo, adAd TIM del yiyver Oat, 
TO 8 elvat wravtaydbev eEarperdov, ody Sti Hueis ToAXA Kal 
dptt nvaykdopela bd cvvnbetas Kal dverriotnpootyns yxpicOar 
aiT@. 765° ov dei, OS 6 THY copHy AOYos, OTE TL Evyywpeiv 
ovte Tov ovT éuov ote TddE OvT’ exeivo oUTE GAXO OvdEeY dvOLA 
6 tt av iotn, adAA Kata diow POeyyecOar yiryvdpweva KE. 
This is the passage apropos of which Heindorf wrote the 
well-known note quoted at the beginning of this paper. It 
is not at all surprising, then, that not less than fourteen 
scholars have expressed themselves in favor of adverbial 7d 
dé here. Yet it seems tolerably clear that ré refers to ypi- 
o0a ait and is the inner object of de7, and, as the passage 
now stands, €vyywpeiy is in apposition with 7é. The same 
construction is found below in the case of todro, 183 A-B: 
why ye, & Oeddwpe, Sti obtw te elzrov Kal ovy ottw. Sei Sé 
ovdé TodTO, o}tw Adyerv. Campbell?, ad /oc., seems to 
agree with the explanation given here. His note reads thus: 
“7d 8 ob dei] Sc. woveiv. Or rather 706 is an accusative in 
opposition to the active of Evyywpeiv, «.7.r.” 

Phileb. 24 E: aiveras yoov, & TaHxpates: eot &, Srep 
eltres, ov pddia Tatra EvvérecOa: 76 5é eicadOis te Kal adOis 
tows NexOevTa Tév Te epwravta Kal Tov épwTropevov ixavas av 
Evppovodvtas amogpyveev. This passage, which is cited by 
Thompson as an instance of adverbial To dé, seems not to 
belong here at all. 7é is an article and limits the adverbial 
expression eiaav0& Te Kal adOis. 

Protag. 344 E: 7@ pév yap ecOX@ eyyopel xax@ yevér Oa, 
domep al tap’ &dXov Trontod waptupeitat Tod eimrdvTos “ adTap 
avnp aya0os Toré ev Kaxos, dddoTe 8 ecOdds” > TH Se KaK@ 
ovK eyywpet yevéoOar, aAN adel eivar dvdyKn: dote Tov pev 
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elunxavov Kal copov Kal ayaboy éredav aunyavos suudopa 

Lf > a 4 > X + ‘ X 4 > 4 
Kabérn, ov« Erte wi od Kakdv Eupevar: od d€ pys, & Tetraxé, 

5. > xX ” X\ > > 3.3 / X f 

yarerov écOrov éupevar: 7d 8 éotlv yevérOat pév YaXeTrov, 
duvatoyv dé, éupevar dé advvatov. Here Ast, Schneider, and 
Forman are advocates of the adverbial use of 7d dé. But 
7é resumes éc@Acv and is the predicate after yevécoOa and 
éupevat. 

Theaet. 183 A: kadov adv jpiv cvpBaivor 76 éravepOwpa Tis 
arrokpicews, mpoOvpnOeiow arodetEar Sti mavta KuveitaL, tva 
bn exeivn 4 arcxpiows 6p0H pavn. 16 8, ws ouxer, pavn, ec 
Tavra KiveiTal, Taca aTrdKplots, Tept STov dv Tus atroKpivnTat, 
e if ’ XN LJ oe >,» f \ x LA ’ * s 
opolws 6p0% elvat, otto 7 eye pavat Kal pn ovTa, ef dé Bovret, 
yiyver Oat, iva ur) oTnowpev avtovs T@ AOY@. Forman includes 
this example in his list of adverbial ro 8€’s. But it seems 
altogether likely that the 6p07 following oyuoiws is a gloss. 
In that case 7¢ would resume 6p0y of 690% avy, and would 
be the predicate after etvat. The sense of the passage would 
be: ‘But it has turned out that every reply appears to be 
this (z.e. correct) in like degree.’ 

There remains but one Platonic example, namely Afo/. 
23 A: @ote ToAdaS StaBoras am’ aiTav yeyovevat, dvopa be 
ToUTO AéyerOat, copds eivat. olovtar ydp pe éxdoToTeE oi Tra- 

, a : mee i , a ax wy > if x X 
povtes Tata avtov eivat codpdy, & av ddrdov éEeréyEw: TO Oé 
Kivduvevel, ® avdpes, TO GvTL 6 Oeds copes eivat, Kal ev TO ypNT Ue 

A an , ee La > I 4 > iy x a rg 
TovT@ ToUTO Aéyev OTL 1) aVOpwrrivn copia dréyou TLvds akla 
? \ \ > y 7 fa a / 3 r 
€otl Kat ovdevds: kal datvetat todtov Aéyeww TOV Laxparn, 
mpookeyphoba Sé Te eu@ dvopate eve Tapaderypa Trovovpevos, 
@otrep av et eitrot bt oUTOS bwav, @ avOpwrroL, copoTaTos éaTLV, 
ig oe t vg oe > x yy , > Laie 4 
dots Botrep Lwxpatns Eyvoxer rt ovdevos aEids eats TH AdnOela 
mpos copiav. All the commentators and grammarians follow 
Heindorf in explaining the 76 6¢ of the above passage as ad- 
verbial. To me it seems that the sense is very much improved 
by giving to 7é a definite reference. 76 (d¢) virtually resumes 
tavta of the previous sentence and means T7v qrepi tadta a av 
ardor éEeréeyEw copiav. It is the accusative of respect with 
the adjective copds: 76 dé xuvduvevet . . . 6 Beds coos eivat, 
‘It looks as though God possessed this knowledge.’ Compare 
20D: T@ dvtt yap kivduved@ TavtTnv eivat codes. 
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Socrates does not make the absolute statement that God is 
the sole possessor of wisdom, but the train of thought is this. 
“People think that I myself possess that knowledge of the 
lack of which I convict others. But it appears to me that it 
is really God that possesses this knowledge and that it was 
not because of any positive attainments on my part that, in 
the oracle, he declared that no one possessed greater knowl- 
edge than I, but he simply meant to say that human knowl- 
edge amounts to little or nothing; and, though the oracle 
apparently referred to me, God merely availed himself of my 
name to use me as a pattern as though he had said, ‘ He is 
the wisest among you, mortals, who, like Socrates, knows 
that all that he knows is in reality of no consequence.’ ”’ 
There have been examined in the above pages 41 examples 
of 76 6é, all of which, with perhaps two or three exceptions, 
have been cited as instances of the Heindorfian use. Of 
these examples, 36 are found in Plato, two in Thucydides, 
and one each in Sophocles, Isocrates, and Demosthenes. My 
collection also comprises two examples from Lucian and one 
from the zrepi typous, which, with the above, make a total of 
44 examples. Among all these there is not one certain 
instance of the construction in question. In all the passages 
considered, 76 (Se), instead of being merely phraseological, 
adverbial, or conjunctional, may be explained as an integral 
part of the construction of the sentence. The question to be 
determined is whether it must be so explained. The answer 
to this question depends upon the results of further investi- 
gation. In the above pages only the examples that have been 
found in the commentaries, or such as have come to light 
without systematic search, have been considered. It is true, 
an exhaustive examination that has since been made of the 
whole of Thucydides and of 150 pages of Plato, has failed to 
reveal any additional examples, but that is not enough for a 
final determination of the problem. A full exhibit of the 
usage in question is imperative, and a comprehensive study of 
the adverbial use of the article is indispensable. It is my 
purpose, therefore, to complete the studies just mentioned 
before expressing a final opinion on the matter in question, 
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but in the light of the facts above presented, thus much 
seems even now to be clear : — 

1. Whilst there is a general agreement among scholars as 
to the existence of Heindorfian 76 8¢, there is a correspond- 
ing disagreement as to the real nature of the idiom. 

2. The vast majority of the examples that have been cited 
in support of the construction most certainly do not belong 
to that category. 

3. The number of examples of the construction cannot, in 
any case, be very large, and Heindorf’s “abunde ubivis est 
exemplorum” is a great exaggeration. 

4. It is not safe by emendation to introduce the construc- 
tion into the text of an author, as some scholars do in Plato, 
Phaedo, 109 D, nor is it sound practice to explain instances 
of ro oé after the Heindorfian fashion if other satisfactory 
explanations lie near at hand. 

5. Until further data are available, it is futile to attempt 
any new explanation of the phenomenon in question, or to 
argue about the relative merits of the various explanations 
that have already been offered. 


